DOCUMERT RESUME

ED 187 343 i IR 008»473

AUTHOR N Lincoln, Yvonna 5.

TITLE ' bocumentary Analysis and Record Utilizatlon. New Uses
for 0ld Methods. ’

PUB DATEL Apr 80

NOTE 62pe.s: Papei preselited at the Annual Meeting ot the

American Educational Researuh Association (Boston.
HA, Aprdl 1980).-

EDRS PRICE MFE 1/PL03_¥lus Postage.
DESGRIPTORS *Case Records: *Coatent Analysis: Documentation;
. i Evaluation Methods: Government Publications; '
. Minformatioun Utilization; *Records (Foxrms)
ABSTRACT: -~ ‘ > '

Stressiny the leue of documents dnd records as
1nformatlon sources for the educational evaluation community, this
report explores the difierences between the two, thelr utility for

~inquirers, and methods and procedures for dealing with them. Three -

forms ot documentary analybls are described: (1) simple tracking,
which involves documéntlng both the overt and tacit decislons and
operations of the enterprise; (2) content analysis, which involves
the development ot categories orf manifest and latent content and of
the relationship among the-cateqgories: and (3) aggregational )
analysis, which involves the aggregation of information from _
disgimilar documents under new gonceptual rubrics which in turﬁ vield

. insights not intended or antxczpated in the orlginal source

materials. Examples of eacn method are given, ethical questions are
addresse%. and a selecteq bibliography is provided. -(FM)

PR

e - ”

***********************************************************************

ox Reproductlons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

» from the original document.

\

3

*******************************************#***************************

¢ . . ' .
——— . o

-



e i

TR0 §475

-

L]

Documentary Analysis and Record Utili

Ut DEPAHTMENT OF HEALTH.
t DUCATION & WF 1 FARE
NATIONAU INSTITUTE Ot

COUCATION

s DO UMENT MAS BEEN RE PRO
DUt XACTLY AS QECEIVED ¢ HOM
1t PERSON OR ORGANIIATION ORIGIN
ATING T POINTS OF viE W OR OPINIONS
STALE O DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
A1 NT O ICPAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
t DUCATION PONMTION OR POLICY

* ]

New Uses for Old Methods

Yvonna S. Lincoln

University of Kansas -

-

Paper prepared for presentation at the Annual Meeting,

Ar_nerican Eé\scatio_nal ‘Research. Association ,

Boston, Massachusetts, N

April, 1_980.

o 1.
L
zation:
“®
4
A}
» l ‘
1 ]
]
<«
,// ’ “pPERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
’ MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY -

Yvonna S, Lincoln

i

-

A}
}TNE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).” -




Just as sociology at “some point became caught u‘p in the exercise

»

of creat.ing grand theorie ~to the exclusion of grounded theory (Glaser
’ and V'Strauss, 1967), so education ar}d other éociai ac_tion research be-
came enamored of creating research or evaluation data de novo: . new
questionnaires, n&:ﬁ | tests. new sets of interview protocols new inter-’
views (often of the same persons), all related to a priori cencepts.
'Equaily often, in the process of generating,such .d_e_ novo 'findingé. other
\'raluable materials were overlooked, unnoticed, .or scorned 'becauoe of
o their very aVailabiIity or "routineness".
" ut the cost of research has skyrocketed. Personfiel, time,-'trav-
el,” equipment, sites, subjects, research assistants, computer‘ techr.ii-‘
cians and coxhputer‘ processing -- all have contributed -to making the
f enterprise of research costly, time-consuming, and iabor ixitensive. "In
;. * the face f)f i'isipg costg, hard questions are being ‘raised about the
° va,lue of suth research especially when the resultgéproduce data which.. . =,
' .= conclude that ‘there are "no significant differelyg‘.",. when the overall
| body of accumuiat,ed knowledge has not been weii informed, or when
description provided has proven inadequate or misleading to other . 4 -‘
| N inquirﬁrs_.. .Senatbox(‘ B’romnire S monthiy Golden Fleece awards are byt an /&/ .‘
o | amusin'g,. if embarrae_sing, ‘tip of the iceberg .when'the' subject under/-/l
' ' - consideration is \waste ir,t sponsored research and 'evaIuation (especia {y
Federally funded efforts).. Hard questions are being asi.(ed from sg,eral
quarters about the- value of inqmry which,, turns up ‘little new mforma-
“tion or few results. ‘which inform public pc:hcy B

#

Undoubtedly much of the error ‘lies in method. But some surely

N . - 4

' . may be attributed to ti'ie_"'fact‘ that as social inquirers, it has '\appeared

more "prestig.ioas to us to "'generate ."n_ei;/" information than to resort to- .




'ot_her activities which are promising but hardly- lenud "star status" to
our careers. We refer to reanalysis of previously collected data; to
.meta-analysis of data (i.e., clqlster' analysis, case stﬁdy 'aggrégation‘ '
analysis or propositional analysis): and to secongiary analyses (including

‘documentary analysis--such as content analysis--éz\d record analysis--

including trend and aggregation analysis). -

* Documents an_d records are 'usually readily avatlable, ofteh public,
.n(.m-reacﬂve and unobtrusive, “ar}d why educaﬁior}&l inquirers would not
want to use them is unclear. "Records particularly ér’e an enormously
useful source, although other do'cuments; such as evaluation reports,

| iechnical repo;‘ts, case -stud}es and the like, are now amenable to such
| analyses that not only aggregate cMon information, but lead to newt.' :
insights into public policy{and its formulation (Lucas, 1974a,b; Li';lcoln,
1977). But educational inquirers appear to ‘b.e bent on generating de
novo data for every problem they attack, perhaps hbec.cuse they typdeal-
ly desire to test an hypothésis and spch.tebts_. seem to call for new

instruments or special data collecflon arrangements. "If Denny (1978, p. B

. N L .
. 21) is dorrect that, "If the contributions of educational psychology and -

. evaluative research to our understanding of teaching and learr_xing could

‘be translated into human stature it would stand a little over four feet

-

high," then a' new approach is surely needed. Jt is, «oincidentally,

probably also true that\ the consistent failure to utilize documents and
_’j;ecords (at least in fair proportion to their existence and avai'lability)
" accounts in part for the fact that educational inqui.r'y inputs so often
aré' not grounded. | If inquirers had to discipline themselves to r;ake_

their experimental situations and their findings make sense in terms o_f

\
A )
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context, their results might be moré meaningful, rather tlllan the "dreary
palav?r we call- research and evaluation literature" (Denny, 1978, p.
22). More will Pe said about the importance of context shortly.

'I‘his'\ chapter will dear with both documents and 'records, their
acquléftion, aggregation and analysis. Though both are (usually)
writterf records (oc&asionally, they are.verbal transciptions, films or
.phqt_og_r.aphs)., .a. document is not the same.thing as .a record... Never-. _. __. ‘
t_hel;.ss, both are t_or‘ms of communication based on verbal behavior. If
"The work of the world, ‘and its entertainment, is in no small measure
nmediated by verbal -and ot.her‘ S lic.behavior," (Cartwright, 1953,
p.422) then making sense of the records of verbal behavior left is a,

crucial part of th;, investigation of man and his social behavior.

e .

What is a document? What is a record?

Neither the dictionary nor the methodological literature is of much

assistance in makir_lg{ a djstinction between documents and records. The &,
dictionary, for example, defines a document as "an oiiginal .or official _b

| -printe&" or written paper furnishipg info.rmatio”n or use:d as proof of
something else," and a M as ."an official written accouﬁt of pro-

- ceedings" or "’t_he i(nown facts regarding someone." The overlap be-
tween these definitions is obvious; indeed, following the lead of the
dictionary one might well define a document és,:;‘ecord Qand a record as_
a docyment. Thegmethodological literature confounds-this problem e(ren

further by admi ting as ‘documents a variety of ;vritten materials 'that

are px_‘o,ducéd only because an inquiry has been undertaken. -Thus
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Holsti (}969) indicates that documents include "verbal data produced by

\

subjects qt the. behest of tt;e investigator,..r .the psychiatric interview,
and various .px‘ojective instruménts such as the Thematic Apperception
Test...[and] responses to open-ended questions generated in survey
research, ...written messages. dex;ivgd ‘from a simulation study,...or

communication produced during group interaction." Bodgan and Taylof

-(1975) :‘;and- .-other-s suggest similar - definitions, While- it -is true -that

written residues of these kinds can be analyzed .by t._he methods to be
described in this paper, we believe it is usefu_l.for an_alytic and-peda-
gogic purposes to excludé them fro£n c'onsideratibn hei‘e. . Hence -we
‘shall define a record as a written statement prepared by an L%dividual
or an agency for the purpose of attesting tqQ an event or_providing a?‘
accounting, and a ddcument as any written (or filmed) mate'rial. otixer

than a record and which was not prepared specifically in response to

some request from or some task set by the investigator.

*

What 'is an example of a document? | A list of ‘examples of docu-.
ments could, with some -imagination and creativity, go on for pages‘;
But gooq examples of documents include:. letters, memoir's, autobio-
graphies, i diaries or journals, textbooks, wills, positidn papers,- suicide
notes, speeches, novels_, newspaper articles and editorials, t}pftz;phs,
television .and fi_lm_' sCripté, memoranda,m case studies, life histories,
medical histories, politi_cal prsQaganda par;xphlets, goyernmenf' publi-
cations, photographs, diplomatic communigues, §nd ‘the like. |

. Documents 'can_ be SOrt_ed into various typolodies. 'The_ most ob-

vious categofy is the source of the document. Another very useful dis-

tinction between “primary and secondary" documents,. the latter ‘falling




into the class of what would be called earsay" in a court .of law.
That is to say, it is likely not generated from firsthand experience of a
situation’ or event, but rather from other sources. Other useful dichot-
omles for sorting documents include those of "solicited" vs. "unso- ¢
licited," that is, requested by someone (usually the inquirer) versus g
volunteered; "comprehensive" vSs. .'"limited,," "edit,ed" vs. "complete" or '
~-"unedited;" and "anonymous" vs. ‘'signed" or attrib\utable -iBogdan and
Tsylor 1975, p. 96) To these we would also add another distinction, o
that between "spontaneous" (as in a. diary) dnd "intentional" (as in a
letter to an editor), although obviously in those__categories‘ "spon-
taneous" may come.close to being "unsolicited" or "unedited" and "inten-
tioh\al" may closely resemble also "edited" And "signed."

The very number of Wtypologies make the wholé matter of

td

'S

, docuntentary ‘classification very comple)t. If we use the six dichotomies
suggested above, .we have to contemplate 26=64 categories. These
sixtyj-four categories —l-nay be further Subd{vided in terms of the'appar-
ent motivation of the writer. If for exar'np,le it was decided to use a
_sh}xple _' five-category - x_notivatyionaI system-;explication, support, self—r _
justifioatiori, moral duty and self-aggrandizement--we could conceivably

" have enlarged our -taxonomy to 64 x 5 = 320 categories. Since the
-prospect "of deﬂq_ling .with that number of possible cells (or more) boggles
~the_mind, the bases for categorization are probably more usefully view-

- ed _as criteria for Judging the utihty of a document rather than for
assigning it unequivocally to some cell of known properties within a .

~_taxonomy.

What is an example of a record? A record as noted before is a

“written, residue attesting to an event or sltuation or providing an.

S 7 : . : . o



accounting of an event or transaction. Records have typically not been

Autilized in educational research or evaluation, as indeed they have not

in many forms of social research, with the notable exceptions of demog-
raphy and'cliometrics, which has leaned on them rather heavily. Exam-
ples of records include: ‘airline manifests, audits and consultants' re-

ports, birth records, business records, cab campany records, campaign

contribution and expenditure records, charitable gifts records, chattle .. .

mortgage records, city directories; death records, expense account
vouchers, financial information, government directories, gun registra-
tions, income tax records, private organization records and membership

lists, legal newspapers, legal notices, marriage records, military rec-

'o_;ds, professional, business and trade directories, religious directories,

~ school directories,\ Securities and Exchange Cgmmision records, state

regulatory records, telephone company records, vanity records, vehicle

records, voting reCords and. registration, welfare records; zoning, land
*

use and property tax records, county plat books, court records, and

police records and election records. - The list of types of records is
o

clearly and apparently limitle\ss, and with computer technology revolu-

tionizing record storage aria retrieval, it can be reasonably' ‘expected
that the list of types of records kept (both known and unknown) will

. grow exponentially over the next few years.

Unlike documents, . whch come into being for a variety of motiva-
tional purposes, r#ords. are generally compiled simply to "keep track"

of events or transactions. " They form an official statement that some

event or transaction has ‘occurred, and while .they may be altered or -

forged in some way, much of the time they are publxc reasonably

' "_direct ~and reasonably accurate (accessibility to an mvestigator ‘how-




v

ever, may be limited, since some records--such as bank records and \‘»\N

fncome tax returns--are Z;enenqlly' not available to those who are not

authorized to review them). ' ,*

™

Why differentiate between records and documents? There are two

major reasons why distinctions are made between documents and records.

-The first is that they represent different motivations or purposes on -

the part of the writer. Records, as has been noted,. attest to an event

or transaétion, and form an official chronicle which is part of an larger

work, wusually on the processes and proceedings of public affairs.

Documents on the other hand, may be personal (private) or public. If

public, they serve to make others aware of a point of view, persuade,

aggrandize, explicate or justify. If personal, they may be a form of

special pleading (e.g., a letter) or exhibitionism, they may arise from a

desire for order or a relief from tension, they may serve as therapy,

iiterary delight, or publi*c service, they may spring from the. desire for

monetary gain (witness the Howard Hughes: "aui:obiographies"), fhey} '-\' |

may be assigned (e g., one may be instructed to create a memorandum \\ |

_ which forms a ‘'letter of . understénding'), they may be written for

- scientific interest (e.g., the observation logs of Thomas ]efferson' and | \

Ber_ljamin_ Franklin), or they may serve as social reincorporation devices

as did thé Nixon interv_iews"v'\(ith David Prost (Allport, 1947, pp. 68- o _

| - 753). Thus records and documents ar ‘éntirely different forms of writ- |

ten or ver_‘bal records, arising ifrem different motivations and serving

separate purposes.

ST S ‘A second and much more important reason to differentiate ‘carefully

|

 between documents and records is that the modes of .analysis appropri- .

L4
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ate to each are substantially gifferent. In the case of records, appro-
priate analytic tools include aggregation/ integration methods, trend
analysis and what we shall term "tracking." The former two ‘'are essen-
tlally quantitative methods and hence will not be discussed here. In
the case of documents, appropriate analytic tools inclu»d[ content anai-

ysis and the case survey aggregation method, both of which shall be

- considered. The differentiation between documents and records both in

respect to definition and appropriate modes of analysis is illustrated in

~

Figure 1.

The Utility of Documents and Records for Inquirers

Some social scientists have never questiczned the value of records

and documents for inquiry. They have utilized them extensively to

predict and explicate fertility patterns, population shifts, needs and
desires for housing, transportation and consumer goods, and for pat-
terns of é&uca_tion. Likewise, an investigative journalist learns early on
that records ‘_and_ documents are\ invaluable resources for tracing trans-

actions which may shed light on cases and relationships under scrutiny.

Hage, et al -(1976, p. 41) caution that, "Investigative reporting is not

often as exciting and glamorous as that of Woodward and Bernstein._ -

- More often it involved laborious checking of public records,. finding

documentation for the story." Williams likew_ise asserts (p. 37, 1978),
"The first and .great commandment of investigative journalism is this:

get the record.” _ .

B other types of inquiry have relied heavily on documents and

records, why has not educational inquiry? Perhaps this failure relates

.

N

to the .earlier. arguments for. de novo data collection. As likely, it




-----Figure 1. Distinctions Between Documents and Records

3 e

* Purpose Analytic Tools

Any written residue
Documents other than a record Content analysis
' - - and not produced by Case survey method
the investigator.

Any written residue

“Records attesting to an Aggregation/integration
event or providing Trend analysis '
an accounting. Tracking

SOME DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DOCUMENTS AND . RECORDS \

¢
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;?tés to the lack of training in the use of records and documents, to
e

relative ease with which-most of them are acquired, with its attend-

ant assumptions about familiarity and contempt, or to the general lack iih—

of regard for context in which edqcationél’decisions dre made, px:ograms
are carried out, and policy is constructed. For whatever the reason,
inquirers ‘cannot_much longer afford to ignore the resource. '

" "First, docx;lixénts and records. are a étable', rich and rewarding
resource. Both tend to persist; that is, \&hile they may be buried b>sk
in ﬂies which are no longer used, they are often available for the’

'

asking. They provide a base from which any subsequent inquirers can
? .

work, and thus lend stability to further inquiry. c L ﬁ

-Second, records (as opposed to documents, alihough occasionally //é:
¥

¥

the same Will* hold true for those writings also) constitute a legally un-__— #
, ;

aésailable base from which to defend oneself against ayegations, inter-
pretations and libel. The best defense in a challénge to an evaluation
".report is to be able to show. that ydu told only the truth, and the best
evidence for truth is most often the public record. L
~Third, both documents and records represent a "natural", source
of information--a delight to the naturalistic inquirer. Not only. are
they ' in fact, an "in context" source of information--thét ~is, they arise
from the context and exist in it--but they consist of information aboqt :
the cox;text. That, is, 'records record what happened in the context,'
and documents record a variety of other evidence abo_uf the environment
and peoble's pérceptions of it. They are repositories, as a result, ‘of
_.'some_of ‘the best grounded data 'availa;ble on the events or situations

under investigation. ' ' _ . ' /

T T



Fourth, they are available on a low cost' or no cost basis, re- \
quiring often only the investigator's time and energy. Public records,
particularly, are readily availabie' and for the most part, open to scru-

AN
tiny. Although documents may exist dn corporate or project files, they

.also might not and tracking them down might involve some, ingenuity
For the naturalistic inquirer, the obvious places to search come first,
" -the ingenuity later. The :most apparent sourc‘es ‘o'f documents are old \{
files and persons who i;ere associated with the project or program. |
But often files are stored and cannot be easliy retrieved, and persons
have moved on to other sites, died, retired, or are. otherwise unreachj
able.- A next move would be to _try other persons not as closely related
to the project, but who have had some connection with it. Those
persons will often collect random. documents from the affiliated project,
. and mat have them. Failing easily reachable sources, the docume‘n‘t ’ \
hunter moves in ways whuch resemble either the historian searc for
written ev1dence (Aitxck 1950) or the interviewer attempting to infer- .
-' view someone who does not wish-to be interviewed (Dexter, 1967). If |
gsome source has a document, or is thought: to have some document
which is particularly important, often persistent courtesy (with empha- . } .
sis on both persistent and courtesy) will prevaii Sources of documents h
and records can often be persuaded to part with them simpiy because it
is finally easier to get I‘l‘d of_an inquirer tha'n. to. keep saying no. Most
possessors 'of documents do_not allow access for one of four reason's:

indifference, hostility, ignorance, or finally, avarice (Aitxck 1950 p.

116). Nearly all of those reasons can ‘be overcome by a final tactic, \

t.hat of the introduction by a friend or as\#khte of the family or docﬂ“

ment holder. Introduction by trusted famiiiars.f—has iong been uséd to




\k.‘.

{

make social connections. It is an equally worthy technique for t.hose
desiring inter\\"i\ws or seeking mlsaLng documeiats and ought not to be

overlooked §n the effort to prevail upon cument holders to release

materials.

Fifth, documents and records both' are. n n-reactive. Although

\

t.here are instances when access to primary persons is impossible in apy

to study him or his connections is through documentary analysts, there

are also other times when, althohigh a person is available, documents
still . provide the most objective fack for -understanding some aspect of '
<

his performance or behavior. Hilsti (1969, p. 15ff) addressed this

@

problem thus: .

"Despite their very real merits for social research, even the best -
experiment or survey studies the subject and his responses in a
highly artificial situation. Knowledge that one is being studied
may, in some circumstances, materially alter those wﬁnlzects of
behavior under analysis. Especially_ when it is important-to get
repeated measures. of the subjects' values, attitudes and the like
over a period of time, and if one has reason to believe that con- .
tinued interaction betwéen ‘the investigator .and subject may alter
behavior, then analysis of the subject's statements may be a useful
way to gather the required data. An important - -feature of content
analysis is that it is a "nonreacti¥e" or "unobtrusive" research
technique " : L 3

Thus, when live interaction with a subject would likely alter
behavior or perspectives then docunjerttary analysis (specifically,
content analysis) is a useful way of gathering information for /analysis

. q,,“"

which is not subject to interaction effects between collector and subject.

Sixth, whether or not the inquirer finally decides” to interact with

L4

%_his subject(s), content analysis 'and other forms of documentary and

record analysis enable supplementLry. and contextual data to' be ggther—
. ’ . S - I d Etd

ed. That is, documentary ar_ialysis may be. ah extension of a larger
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body of research, an additional technique employed: or the primary

—

( form of research itself. In any event, it lends contextual wealth and
'textl;re, and grounds any inquiry in the milieu of the writer. The

) _grounding in real-world issues and day-to-day concerns is ultimately
what the naturalistic inquirer is about.

‘'within the framework of historiography, the art and sclence of

writing history, the importance of context has l_)eeh aeserted cohtinual- )

ly. Clark's injunction to writers of hist,ory still holds true:

"The most important principle of historical scholafship is
the principle of importance of context. When considering
any historical evidence, an investigator must take account

* of the situation at the 'moment in time when the event it
records happened .and also at the moment when it was re-
corded." (1967, p. 25, italics added). .

-Even earlier than Clark, Gray and others warned document analysts to
l;!‘l‘aeware of that worst of judicial sins--taking the e\}l ence away from -
its context." (1964, p.58) o |
Within the framework of education research and evaluation, docu-
mentary. and record analysis serves an opposite funct.ion: it‘fosters the

*

maintenance of irfquirer interest in the context, and helps to insure
| that research is not removed from its eoc'i,al, historical and political
frame of reference ‘ . | ‘ .

On the other side of the analytic fence, Allport, acting as devil'
advocate for and against ‘documenta.ry analysis, met some of the kcrt}ti-
cism .aga‘ir'xst the use of. personal documents in social science research.

. Some. of those criticisms he found "to .he well-grounded, other to bem,l
_irrelevant or triviak and snll others to be contingent upon the type of _
document employed and the use to which it is put" (1947, p.125).
Because the criticisms against zdocumént usage contain warn{ngs about
. .how. th‘ey‘_ -~ and .record_s -- ought to b‘e used, some review of the case

- against them as perceived by_rA'llport épp’ears in order.

D b



- L 4

There is" first mé unrepresehtativeness of the s«a\mple.1 In person-
al documents, this is pa_rtlcularly; true, but it is also occasionally irue |
in socé.l act,i/pﬁ/ programs: often no one on the.project keeps very good
notes on /ﬁrocesses few memoranda are g¢generated, and even more
often, )Ke- only writing that is done is in response to funders' requests

for echnlcal reports or other periodic statements about program or

_ p_ ject progress. If no. documents exist however, or if the documents

.are -sparse and seem u ormative, this ought to tell the inquirer

»

ddcuments. Allport answers:

something about the .cbntext. Absence or paucity of dpcuments relative
to a project’ can bg as commanding a statement  as a careful content
analysis, if the overall situation or envirdnment is What is to be des-

cribed. ' _ '

4

Second, there are certain stylistic and nonobjectivity criticisms of

"Since personal documents are, and always will .be, complete-
ly' sybjective, there is no way "of convincing the bitter-end

- objectivist that he should employ them...[But] (1) Extreme
objectivism has- disclosed its own weakness The resurgence
of phenomendlogy has brought back to ‘favor the personal
report. (2) The conflict is hot so irrgconcilable as it appears.
Users+of .the personal document have #farned many lessons from
behavic\i‘sw pogitivism.,." (1947, p. 127)

To the lst of criticisms may alsq be added concerns for the valid-

ity of the dofumgnt. More will be said about this later in the chapter,

Yo

but Allport maintains that there are at least three tests that one can

s

use in estabhshing nopquantitative validity measures: . "the general

honesty and credibilitx of the report. ..th,ls -is the ad hominen teat

«

N . _\f‘r\

X This refers only ersonal documents and docufnentar"y evidences,
not, {}1 this instance,/t’p the use of records. ) \

© '
< ' 1 }
: | 6
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The plausibility of the document in terms of our ow.n‘past ‘experiences,

as they are }‘elevant, can 'be considered...[and] the test of internal

consfs tency or  self-confrontation has-to be widely relied upon. A

document that hangs together, that’ reoresents a strpctured config-"

~ uration of human life and harbors o impossible contradicﬂone has at
\

least a prima facie validity" (p. 128). . _J’l"

L]

_There are. problems ‘of deception.(deliberate), . selfajiecepnon (which . .-

‘Allport calls "unintentional self-justification") and blindness to motives,
which Allport ascribes to either th difficulty :'for men to report ade-
quately their own motives, and...true whether or not the mechanism of

~ self-justification is at work" or to th

tween the cOmpletio'n of an act and its ecording" (p. 132). Addition-

ally, there are problems of oversimplifica on, wherein the writer "does

not want unsolved riddles, visible gaps, unexplained conduct. His

desires for completeness lead him to fill in uNknown parts in a manner
that fabricates a satisfying closure." But, port 'caqtioned, "..
third-person documents likewise simplify, and. \laboratory and fieid
iﬁvestigattons do the e thing" (pp.134-5). In that case, the docu-
ment analyst need simply be prepared to u:xldersta- that programs,
projects and persons are - not as\straightforward and cRherent as” they
are likely to be' pictured, either by themselves or others. (To some
~extent, this is respoﬁsive to the later pleas of Wax [1971]} a d Reinharz
[197'.8]; to note, along with oescriptlons of research, the chan es which
occurred on site and in the inquirer.) Likewise, ‘the effects of .mood

or erro_rs of memory may- impinge on the accuracy '(isomo‘rphism, or

one-to-one correspondence with the event) or completeness ‘(ge?s in -

ocu-~-

memory) of the document In the 1diograph1c usage of personal
/

."lapse of time that occups be- "~

1 ]
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ments, Allport steadfastly maintains mnemonic errors are significant as

what the individual recalls and records, simply becausr"the very fact
!

. 4 y 4
" that the subjest structures and recalls his life in a certain manner is

what we want to know" <(p. 136). i
This last two criticisms are the implicit conceptualizations (inhbrent

in the writer's choice of theme and phrase) and the arbitrariness of

VRN
KR

conceptualization. The implicit "'concept‘ua_lizations--or the limitation of

the éuf.hor to ;data that: he thinks are important--is, in and of itself
useful, Allport points out, agd the arbitrarinéss of that same conceptu-

alization, especially "when the Ngterpretation is given on the }ﬁ‘asis of ©
/

; /
manifestly meager data" (p. 139) is'no worse than what psychologists

L

and other social sclentists already do to more "experimental facts." He"
concludes 'rather ly: "That personal documents actually are an.y
w’r;orse off <at the hahds of psychologists t.ha'ﬁ are other forms of raw
dci;’t; seems d-gubtful'-' (p. 139). So it would seem th'ap so long .as one
ope:r:at*es with a set of caveats--of whi(;fl the above .criticisx'ns are but a
parj_:-:f,he use oi documents (especially) and.\records (to somewhat less
extent) is Legitimate‘, either as a primary or secondary (and supple-

>

man{ar-‘y) .‘_te’chnigue. As e\}er, the guiding rule for choice of a metl}od

| is’ which of ‘the techniques available b}‘ovides more déta, better data,

/

~ and a Jower cost than other methods. Further, those sources which are

replete with clues as to the nature of the context should never be
igmored, whatever other inquiry methods one chooses. . Although occas-
ioh\al_ly documentary or record analysis will be the singular research

gné,thodfemploy_ed, it ought never to be ighored even when other field

“and research te‘éﬁkyiques form the prfimary "information-gathering mode.

-

¢
(’.\_-
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Methods and Procedures for ,[{ealing with Documents and Record

Although documents and records fall into a class of r $earch
evidences (verbal and primarily written), tbeir acquisition, treatment
and analyses are very different. For that reason, we shall treat those
topic in separate sections which follow.-

Docﬁme‘ltary Analysis.

)

Documents as noted previously, are distlnct from records in

several ways. Persons interested in using records are primarily inter-

ested in "tracking," that is, in following official recordings of trans-

ac“\s or évents, and perhaps determining the frequency or serialness

of events or transactions. Persons using documents, however, are
often interested in a number of otrvar items, including: Making infer-

. \.
ences ébopt, _the values, sentiments, intentions, belief or ideologies of

" 'the sourceg -"‘or authors of the documents; making inferences about

f -, A )
group or societal (or personal) values; and “evaluating the effects of
"‘,’/ in N

communications on .audiences that they reasch (williamson, et al 1977,

pp. 291-7.) These foregoing reasons, however, are not a sufficient

list. An investigator might want to do documentary analysis because he

has come into possession of a series of documents which contain valu-

.able information " about some inquiry problem of interest, or he has

-

sought out such doouments‘ as part of' an inquiry which he thinks might

be. useful or ,whioh might lend greater clarity to his understanding of

t_he research setting. As ever, t};e" "great trade-off" rule applies: do

whatever will gain more, better, or less expensivé -information.

-

c “w

What does it mean to do docum‘entary analxsxs" ' \ There are ' two

separate ways to respond to this question, . dependmg on whether we

\.
o

e
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ace talking about the analysis of a single document or the analysis of

multiple documents. Communication theorists -have tended to analyze

communications in terms of the following questions: "Who says what, to

whom, how, and with what effect, and why?" (Holsti, 1969, p.24).

The' key words are who (conceptualized as the sender), why (concept-

ualized as the “encoding process) - how (conceptualized as the ¢ énnel) )

what (conceptualized as the message, which may address. eiﬂt?er what or

’ .how) with what effect . (conceptualized as the receiver's regtction, or, to

use a more abstract term, the decodirig process), and t eivhom (concept-

ualized as tﬁe pecipient).. Thus communication 'ca%?l'/‘ be conceived as
. /

. "composed of six basic elements: a source or % der, an encoding

z /L

process which results in a message, a channel,l; f transmission, a de-

tector or recipient of the message, and a décod_ing p_xjocess" (Holsti,

1969, p. 24).

One form of documentary analysis is a}oncerned primarily with the
"what" or "message" portion of the conu)fu/nication Whether concerned
with a single document, or with m_pltipml documents relating to the same
event, or written by the same_perso}/,f‘{analysis which is directed toward -

rk.the message portion of comx;mnicat/iﬂn is called "content analysis." For
instance," a. social scienj;i_st mighf be studying the single last ‘suicide_

A

. 3 PR .
note of a ‘deceasec_i person ﬁ)r Cclues to aftitudes or .beliefs. Or he

might be concerned with the"letters, joufnéls,fand last note of a s_{li-

4»

cide. Or he might be interested in suicide notes as a class of evidence

>

v ;'about despondent persons. In all three instances, the investigator

would most likely use content analysis, at least in part, for his in-

" . quiry.
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In other forms of inquiry, the investigator will not be conC\rned
-with only a single docume.nt, bul with a collection of documents which

will, in general, display neither the same format, organization or con-

tent categories, but which deal with different instances of the same or
% _ Lt
a like phenomenon. That is to say, the documents are case studies of

like events, programs, settings, situatiohs, but they:do not all concern
themselves with the same phenomenon. Several good examples qf-:‘.thi__s._l o
M_form of documentary analysis, which' is called case su‘xdy aggregation
analysis (Lucas, 1974a;b) would be: evaluation reports from multip\le\
sites of a locally-adopted bilingual education program; policy statemen\s
from a series of mental health clinics regarding collection of paymen
from indigent élients ; or case studies of citizen participation in electoral .
campaigns in two dozen midwestern cities. Each of ih\e\@regoing sets
of documents (or ’case studies, which term is used more broadly here
than in most social scienée\\S‘ature) contains. infbrmation ‘which is
likely common to all settings, bufwhich,w_t‘i‘ntil recentl.y,.( Was unable to
be aggregated or integrated to provide a body of common _ﬁnderséand-
" ;ngs_. The case “survey aggregation method, developed at the RAND
Corporation, now allows such diverse, random and offen .qualitatively ,
/ | uneven dqé:uments to be aggregated in order te derive new understand-
/ ings .frofh old bodies of literatuf‘é) We shall tal* about both content
anallysis and case survey aggregaﬁon method in turn. Before doing so,
howe'ver; some prh\n&ry ques‘tiohs about the nature .of documents them-
‘selves need to be entertained. | | | |
Presuming one has come into a body of documents, or has set

e abqut acquiring t_hem (methpd of analysis'still‘ undetermined), how does

one know that the document ';'i§ what it purports to be? That is, what




.

<

questions ought be asked in order to determine that the document is
as represented (whatever other problems with \‘ihe writing that may
exist because of lapses of memory, bad motives, ‘e\tc.)? Clark's The

Critical Historian (1967) addressed the issue of "docilments genuine and

spurious" and suggested qlteria by which the credibﬂ{ty of the docu-

ment might be established as the real document constg‘ucted by/ the
‘

writer. He suggested the following questions (although jome mgy not :

prove as useful when the sources for documents are fair\y straight-
forward; nevertheless, each has some utility and they bear r\epeating)
.o What is the history of the document?
o How did it come into my hands? '
o What guar.antee is there tha’t it is what it pr?teﬁds to be?
o 1 _t.he ‘document complete, as originally constructed?’
o Has it been tampered. with or edited?
o If the document is genuine, under what circumstances gnd
for what purposes was it produced? |
o Who was/is the_author?
o What was he trying to accomplish? For whom was the docu--'
ment intended?
o What were the maker'e- sources of information? Does the docu-

ment represent an eyewitness account, g secondhand account,

a reconstruction of an .event long prior to the writing, an | \

1nterpret§tion?
"0 What was or is the maker's bias?
0  To what extent.was the writer’likely to want to tell the

: truth?




o] Do other documents exist which might shed additional light on
this same story, event, project, program, context? If so,

- are they available, accessible? Who holds them?

Clearly, some of these questions are directed toward historiographical

and textual criticism. But a number of them are also particularly

useful when documents are not ascribed (as many project reports are

not these days); when one comes into possession.of some form of "copi-
ed" paper (a photographic reproduction which may have been edited or
altered); or- when documents are assembled from sources who do hot
wish their identity known (the reader ought immédiatgly to Fhink of
Woodward and Bernstein, the secretary at the headquarters of the
Committee to Re-elect the President and Deep Throat). As a caution to
the ix}_quirér, when multiple coplts .of the safie document are available
from different sources, one ought to umm all, especially if they

are purported to be "sensitive<" A bit of careful checking, while

. time-consuming, can at least establisl, if earlier an‘d later drafts are

available, what has been excised from a final draft. The excisions

themselves may provide important clues). for further inquiry. .Clark's

warning Yo histo;‘ians, while it ought not be make: paranoif.is among

educational evaluators and inquirers, bears some mention here:
"Documents as documents, especially fomlal documents,
sometimes have a semi- hypnohc effect on the minds of
those who use them, and it is important to remember

~ that all documents have been produced by fallible and
potentially dishonest human beings, and that before .
they reach the scholar they may have passed through
>the hands of others who may also have had their fail-
ings, and were also potentially dishonest" (1967, p.62).

]

N,
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What does the methodology of content”analjg_;is_ entail? Content

analysi;.v. itself is a term in evolution. Those three definitl'ons which
seem to come closest to the usage we intend are those of Berelson
(1952, p. 18), Barcus (1959, p. 8) and Holsti (1967, p. 14). Berel-
\“\gon's deﬁnition, 'fContent analysis is a research technique for d{e
objective, systematic and®qu<:mtitative description of the manifest con-
- tent of ‘communic.:ation,“ relies on assumptions of counting, of trapslating
the analysis into some form 6f numerical statement. '“-:The definition of
Barcus, "The term 'éon]tent analysis' is used here to m;aan the scientific
analysis of commur}ications messages. ..‘The method is br&%ily speaking
the 'scientific method,' and while being catholic in natﬁre, it .requires.

that .,the analysis be rigorous ‘and . systematic," however, implies\ no \

such quantification. After some debate on the issue of the nuxperical '
quality of content analysis, Holsti settled on‘ a definition which makes

"no reference to the quantification issue: "Content analysis is any

v
N\

. technique for making in'fex“ences by objectively and systematically iden-
ti_fyiné specified characteristics of _messages" (p. 14). This definition

jsuits our .purpoées for the .same reasons it suited his: it satisfies the
three criteria of “objectivity, systemizaﬁon, and theoretical framework ‘
(although Holsti goes one step further and refuses to limit hﬁnself to |
the manifest content of documehts, even while admitting that only the

- manifest ahd not the latent may be ‘.cod'ed). For .the purposes .of this .
book, two other observations are in. order. First, in dt;cuments hless

nd work

commissioned by the inquirer) the content is generally notgpe fically

under the inquirer's control. He has to take what he can

from those materials. Second, as a result of the first, the "specified

- characteristics" of the messages may need to emerge-from the material
' 7 . N - . \ 4 . ' . - -
~E

|
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itself rather than be imposed a priori by theoretical construct. From
our perspective, this is a most fortuitous circumstance, since it virtu-
ally guarantees that the categories will be grounded in the data (hence,

in the context).

What are the basic characteristics of content analysis? There seem

to be foyr major characteristics | of -content /arh}rois on. which ‘most
methodologists agree and a fifth which is in the process of transfor-
mation. While different writers may state them slightly differently, the
basic tenets of what constitutes solid and rigorous analysis are well

known. First and foremost, it is a rule;q_tiided process. Each step is

"carried out on the basis of explicitly formulated rules and procedures"
(Holsti 1969 p. 3). In‘ order to satisfy the criterion of ob]ectivity,
and to "minimize. . the possibility that the findings reflect the analyst's
| subjective predispositions rather than the contents of th_e documents,"
rules must be derived, " procedures clearly delineated, and selection
| criteria clearly defined. A subsequent, analyst using the. .sa"m"e rules,
procedures and criteria for selection ought to be able to arrive at the

same mferences from the documents

\ | Second, it is a systematic- process. Holsti defined the systematic

nature of the inquiry as conforming ". to certain general canons of

.category donstruction...[so] that the inclusion and- exclusio_n ;of content
- or categorie&:z done accordin_g' to consistently applied rules" (1969. p.

4). Once rglés have been clearly explicated, they are appliéd in -

the- same way to all content whether the analyst regards it as relevant

~or not. S ' ' o ;

B
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- \ Third, it is a process which aims for generality. - The~ findingé
Ac.mght, in the long haul, to display theoretical relevance, or, in the
case of naturalistic inquiry (to exdend the set of characteristics a bit
further), they ought .to further the develspment of insights witl_l re- |
spect- to cont"’ext which serve in other instances ﬁhan the single docu-l
ment ln hanci.z In conimeming about thé issue of geﬁerjality, or tl’meé-
~ retical relevance, Holsti 'drives the .‘Lpoin_t home forcefully (1969, p. 5):

'...Purely* deéscriptive information about cdntent, unrelated to
other attributes of document or to the characteristics of the sender
or r¢cipient of the message is.of little value...Such results take on
meafling when we compared them with other attributes of the
¥ documents, with documents produced by other sources, with char-
. ‘acteristics of the persons who produced the documents, or the
.o . ~ times in which they lived, or the audience for which they were .
: intended. Stated somewhat differently, a datum about commuica-
tion content.is meaningless until it is related to at least one other .
datuin... Thus all content analysis is concerned with comparison, - -
the type of comparison being dictated by the investxgator's theory." @

Fourth,. it deals in manifes;t’ A}:ontent. The invesﬂgator is of course . »
gften_ interested in drawing 1 ’ferences from the documents that hé is o
wéxamining, but such intenprg&aﬁons are a ,_.r"natter‘.'for “later a_nalysis,
particularly i view of the tot?lity of 'docjl.imei\ts (and their type, e.g.,
whether private or public, formal or irifo_rmal, official or péqur\lal_;_

.edited versus .&':omplete,, and the like) to be examined and other contex-

\‘\ tual factors that might be taken into account. The content analysis
\ " itself is confined to the mariifest (as oplllosed' to latent) content of the > "
o documents, | although content lysts themselves - (Berelsqn 1952; A3

N\
Holsti, 1967) have taken issue/ with the manifest latent 1ssue There is ok

. - 1
‘e 'I Q
{ . .-

l( N -.-: )

s — - \

2 Since the authors have previously dttended to -the questlbn of
generality ‘(generalizability) of naturalistic research, we feel free to-
include a somewhat broader definition for the naturaliétic mquirer here, W\
in” order to make applicable ihe method under discussiox},

Y . S
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g general agreement that in the, coding stage of research, "...the Stage

\\'at which specified wards, themes, and the like are located in the text
and placed into categories, one is limited to rbcordlng only those items
whijch actually appear in the document..." (Holsti,' 1967, p. 12), while

at the later interpretative stage, it is generally agreed now to- be

g permissv le for the investigator to rely upon his .insight, intuition and ..
imagination draw inferences about latent content decoding orocess as

| well as to draw com:lusions about the meaning of the manifest content ° oL
(encoding process). 'I‘hi_s broader definition serves the needs of nat- |
" uralistic inquirers well, since it is not.only semanti'c syml)ols ‘which are’
relevant to the research | process, but "issues" and "’concerns" in t.he_'
minds of the project staff, stakeholding audiences, contextual infor-
mation (including description), and value systems operant in the. con=
text. : o \ y T

Fifth content .analysis has historically been defined (although that‘

definition is changing) as’ a quantitative technique. As_.sunung the
. method is strictly a quantitative one allows the researcher a high de-
gree of i)recision in the statement of conclusions,’ allows him.to assign
aome degree “of confidence to the generalization of results and pernnts |
certain ldnds of numerical manipulations to be performed on the data
But arguments against such a strict quantitative (and toward a morev s’
o qualitative) interpretation of content analyzed data can be made, includ- |
@, ' ing: that frequency of assertion (or symbol) is not necessarily related-
/o the importance of that assertion (either to the sender or the recip-. ) | ‘_ B

ient).' that occasionally more meaningful inferences may be drawn from

x qualitative- or nonquantitativxxnethods, and that often, emphasis on. .

- quantificatioh. of 'syr_nbols and precision comes at the' cost of problem

9
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slgnificance. Holsti cites Tukey, the statisticlan, on this point (1967,
P. 12):

"Far better an approximate answer o the right question;
. which is often vague, than an exact answer to the wrong
question, which can always be made precise.. Data analy-
sis must progress by approximate answers, at best, since
its knowledge of what the problem really is will at best be
approximate R
In any event, both quantitative and qualitative approaches are now
"c.leemed suitable,. 'depénding on the questions .which heed to be answered
by the research.

" Now that content analysis has been generally described (in methods-
ological terms), some comment about the actual coding process seems in
order. It is not the intent -of thie paper to explain how one doés 3
- content analysis; there are many fine and carefully drawn works on.
that process already available. Nevertheless, the first problem beyond
the acquisition of documents has almost .always been what constituted
good categories for cediﬁg. The decisions cotxfronting t_}be analyst fall
under three general rubrics (Holsti, 1967,’p. 94):

T _ » o
"How is the research problem defined in tfrms of categories?
What unit of content is to be classified? ~

L

‘What -system of enumeration will be used?"

- . As Holsti notes, these are. not separate decisioi\s, but interrelated ones,
and always ‘made on the basis of the original formulation of the research

problem. In short, decisions with regard to these three _cr{icial_ques—

L
\x

tions are gr‘ounded in the problem-to be investigated. V'_‘ -
. . 4

"Coding," in its precise defimtional sense "is the process where-
by raw data are systematxca,lly transformed and aggr ated into- units\[

* which_ permit precise descripton of relevant content characteristics"
N ) s ‘. . -. . ) N ¢ o ) »
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(Holstli, 1967‘, p.'94). The coding process ought to be guided by two
overriding principles: first, whatever method the inquirer may choose
to code, that method (or set of categories, or unit of analysis) has
. embedded in ft assumptions pertaimng to, the nature of the data and
whatever inferences may be drawn from them, -and second, tﬁsory,
hypotheses and inquiry -questions alone ought to guide . the cading_

process ahd_ determine content categories; "In short, unless he can

‘state_explicitly w hy he "is analyzing documents, “he cannot intelligently

work out a plan Pn how to do it" (p. 94) 'I‘he coding process, while
it - is essentially an "arty" _one, informed ‘by practice, theory, and
careful reading, ultin‘ia.tel{( determines whether or not the resuliant
’ research is worthwhile, for without coding categorles which fulfte
canons of good taxonomic construction, the research is incomplete,
irrelevant, or possibly in error with respect to its conclusions.

Canons. of .good category or taxonomy construction are five -in
humber: '

<&

1. categories must first and foremost "reflect the purposes of the
N _

research;" ‘the design must include ' conceptual 'definitions, which
-are the definitions of the variables with which the investigator is
concerned, and the operational definitions which specify the indica-

¢ tors "which determine whether a given content datum-¥alls within" o
a-given category, o - !

2. categories must be exhaustive - S’xat is, each datum must

| . fiaally be able to be placed in one category or another. Often
this is accomplisheq by specifying »the concepts (or variables);
which define the study "as precisely_ as possible by characterizing

- . its major propert.ies; these would serve as rules by which coders

- <
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1would judge whether content uniﬁs fall within its boundaries"

(Holsti, 1967, p. 99). :

3. categories will be mutually exclu\'lve--that is, no single content

datum reasonably fits into more than one cell or categor‘y,

4. Categories must be mdependent-~t.hat is, assignment of .some
..plece of data will not in any way affect the classificatldn of other"
pleces of data, althox}w{h this rule is difficult, lf not unpossible “to
,Qatisfy when "content units are scaled along ‘some dimension " or
when "sgme form of ranking is used to assign values to content

units;" . - " Y.

- °

S. categories must be derived ‘from a single classification princi-

ple--that is, leveis of the analysis which are conceptualiy different

3

must be kept separate (see earlier discussion on _proi)lems with
m;‘:lnifest -and latent content, and levels of analysis) (derived from
Holsti, pp. 94ff).

({
Given this set of rules, however, it is not clear, how one.\foes

_ about the creation of categories for unijtizing and taxonomizing the

—

symbols (or issues and concerns) _identifiéd, and indeed, there are no

‘simple answers to this question, although there-are several "tacks"

‘which one may take "The naturalistic inquirer first and foremost,

would want some or all of these categaries, at least at some point in the '
mquitiy, to emerge from the data. In that way, the classification
systém finally derived will be as well-grou;xded }r'any. - Furthermore,
ra;'ely does any investig_af;oxj adopt the classification scheme o_f a pr?&e-’-
cessor; the emphasis on de novo research, on "unique" or "nlew\a'x:xb-

lenis , has tended to persuad.e inquirers that nqv‘\il:::ifications, ew

- coding systems were called for. The classical emphasis upon theory-
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\-\ testing, too, as opposed to the creation of grounded theory, has caused

investigators ta assume that new taxonomies were needed. But some

consideration of the types of categories which have been used would be

AY

a usa'ul one, and mlgl}t serve as a starting point for the evaluator or

inqutrer who has not #efore utmzed documentary analygis

There are two broad .typologies of categories, the "what is said"
(or subject matter c‘lassification) dimension and the "how it is said" (or
mdevice) dimension | Within those two broad areas, some though clearly
not all, of the pqssjbilities might include:

3

['What is said" categories:

subject matter - what is the communication about? ' (I
) K . AN -

.\ O diréction - how is the subject matter treated (favorably, un-
“ favorably, strongly, weakly, humproaély, seriously)?
o - _\@\_J_eg '~ what values, goals or wants are stated?
0 ‘m_ethods: - what methods are utilized to achieve qt)als or
intentlons? | | -« :
o | traits - what are the characteristics ascribed to the persons
or contexts described? ‘
o ﬂgr_sr - t¢ whom is the 'pe;‘formafxce of certain acts ascribed?
0 authority - at whose, behest or in whose name are statements
made? . ')
) origin - where, or Erom whom, .doéa the communication origin-
ate '(the reader will remember that often, _docuntents will come

. * into his hands which 'are~not ascribed; that is, they are list-

" ed as having come from a "project" or "program," or some

M .
Ty - -
. . . : s .
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.ofﬂcial source such as an Office of Budget, but they will
bear no name). | "
.o | _tgx_‘ggg - to whom is the document directed--to|what per.son.'
or - group or office? \
0 . location - where does the action take place? About what
. site or event is the document written? -
o conflict - what are the sources' and levels of confllct?
o endings - is there closure? Are conflicts resolved happily, )
. ambiguously, or traglcally? " ¢
o. time - when does the action take place? 'I‘f a series of -
documents exist; is there ‘somé‘implled chronological order
to the sequence of events, or do all documexits describe

diffédrent perspectives and perceptions of the same event?
P . : . r

f"‘"-v-n
"How it is said" categories:
. _
o form or type of communicatlon - what is the medium of communi-

\ ' cation (e.g., newspaper radio television speech, editorial,
project memorandum quarterly progress report, personal letter,
admlnist_rative log or journal, ‘personal diary, or the like)?

*

0 form of statement - what is the grammatical or syntactical form

of the 'commu'hicatlori? :
o device - what is the rhetorical, persuasive or propagandistic

fiethod used? (adopted from Holsti, 1967, 99ff)

»

&  Since there are no standard schema or norms of classification, the con-
. . . . :

sthctiqn of categories is often a trial-and-e(x_*ror process, forcing the

- investigator to mové\between the data and either an’'a priori or ground-

»
[y
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ed theory "Sorts" are performed on items of data; when the sorts do

‘not account for all units of data, other tentative categories aré gener- L
ated. . The process is- completed using either a combination of theory, B S
and. data or .a combination of theory-building or context-construct.ion

¢

and data modifying categories until the system is complete and each .

21

datum can be sensibly accounted for
| The designation of units of analysis, too, is a coding decision 'I"

whlch may be decided either prior to or during undertaking the actual

- analysis The. unit of analysis may be either the single word or sy'm-' | oo
’ badl,- the theme (which is’ defined as an assertion about some subject, ‘

e. g , "Aryan superiority" as asserted 'by Nazi *rOpaganda pamphlets &

during WOrld War II), the characters or a;:tors about who(n the communi-.
. cation is concerned the grammatical unit or the type of item (e g.,

film book, ‘newspaper editorial and the like) Again, as with the cre-
E .ation of a classification system, -the selection of a unit or units of
analysis depends upon three considerations (1) which un‘its meet best’ .
the needs of the researchen (2)_which .fit the requirements of resear- - |
ch, since the determination of \th,e unit of analysis 'can me-diate. the, _
results of the analysis and (3) which wits fulfill the criteria of "better
data, more data and least costly data" (which garner the most amount 7
of data for the smallest expenaiture of time and resourees). .

. If the analysis is to. be qarried‘ out on a quantitative basis (rather

' than pu’rely qualitatively), «bystems of enumeration must also be devu’ed
(the system which is devised also formir}g a portion of the body of .
' rules which guide the analysis) Systems of enumeration identified- thus '

far in a; variety of content analyses include measures of time and space, ) ]

hd .

_Iactual appearance of the unit of analysis’ frequency of the unit's appear-'

.
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ed theory. "Sorts" are performed on items of data; when the sorts do

not account for all units of data, other tentative categories are gener-
~. "
ated. The process is completed, using either a combination of theory.,

and data or a éombinatlon of theory-building or conte -_cpnstruction

and data, modifying categories until the system is complete and each

_ L . e
datum can be sensibly accounrfd for.

The ‘deslgnation"of units of analysis, too, is a coding decision

~ which may be decided either prior to or during -undertaking the actual

analysis. The unit of analysis may be either the single word or sym-
bol, the theme (Wh_ich is defined as an assertion about some subject,
e.g., "Aryan superiority" as asserted by Nazi. propaganda pamphlets

during WOrld War II), the characters or actors about whom the communi-

. cation is concerned, the grammatical unit, Qr the type .'of item (e.g.,

film, book, newspaper editorial\ and the like). - Again, és with the cre-

. ation 'of *a classification system,  the selection of a unit or units of

analysis depen‘ds upon three considerations: (1) which units méet’best'
the need;; of thé researcher}, (2) ‘which- fit. the requirements of reséar-
chi;\ since the determination of the unit of analysis can mediate' the
results of the ahalysis vand (3) which units fulfill the criteria of "better

data mbre data and least costly data" (which garner the most aga{rlt_
» ..

of data for the smallest expenditure of time and resources) ' \'l\ ' \

If the analysis is to be carried out on a quantitatlve,basis (rather .

than purely qualitatively), systems of ‘enumeration must also -be devised

(the system which is devised also ‘forming’ a 'portion of the body of . -

fi}le's which guide the analysis). Systems of enumeration identified thus
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. far in a variety ofcontent analyses include measures of time and space;

actual a-ppearance_ f the unit of analysis; freqhency,,of the unit's \appear_f-: '
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:ance; and’ intensity (of particular use when the analysis involves #ti-

tudes, beliefs and values), which is often measured on a scale.
. _. . As with any method qua methad .in. the social sciences, t%e deter-
( mination of how one might sample (if -the universe of documents pertain-
ing to -the phenomenon under investigation is available, and some
choices must be made as to which will be analyzed) how reliability (or
{ | ' J . relevance), and validity (or fittingness) might be established, are
| IR unique ‘to some '-'extent‘ to '_tl}e 'method. '. The inquirer seelcing to carry
out a first content analysis ought to make himself familar witli classical
methodological works in content analysis and adapt the method to his

particular needs. Ap/ lmportant caution to remember is that this meth-

. - | od, like the next one which will be discussed is a rule-guided proced-
' ‘ ure. When rules are 'clearly specified. and categories clearly defined’,'

an independent researcher -odght to be able to arrive at the same re-

sults using the same documents for analytic purbOSes. That is to say,

the research process itself—-whether or not independent researchers

-

. , might agree about the taxonomy--ought to be duplicable if the same
rules and procedures are followed. . - $

Is documentary analysis like any other form . of analysis, ‘the in-

' s quirer might wonder? Indeed it is. Bagdan and Taylor (1975, pp.
95ff.) in thei_r work -on qualitative methods, place liotlf personal__ docu-

ments and, .unstructu_red interviews into the same chabter, primarily

because they can be dealt with in parallel ‘%ay's‘ ‘ We would suggest: that

N the basic problem of formulating content analyses is' identical with those
of or%nizing and interpreting either notes from unstructured interviews

L " . or from participant observations..3

AN

; In fact, lists of behavior types, . or participation/non-participa—
. ) tion observatlon "schedules" or px;otocols represent nothing less than
< o * . a priori-categorization, unitization 3) taxonomic representations of what
NERIC ° : the observer might see.. .. ; .

R .._'a_ .
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Everything we have said under those headings has relevance here, and
everything we have '‘said in the foregoing discussion also hos _x;elevance
‘ in those other two inquiry situations. The creation of clagsification-'
syotems, the deoision-maklng with regard to uni&e of analysis , qoo the
formulation of taxonomic headings for subjects, concerns, issoes or
* behaviors under investiga tion--all utilize the_methods of content aoa}-
ysis, and abide by the same procedural canons. The methodologies w
method in all three areas are virtually identical. S T

.

What does the methodology of case survey aggregation analysis entail?

As proposed by Wwilliam Lucas (1'974a ;b) the case survey aggregatioh
. 3

method is a means for aggregating "...diverse case studies together

. underj a.common conceptual framework so that findings will be cumula-

LN
. \

“-\ﬂve. . .to identify what it is we already 'know,' and what it is we do not

know, and what it is we suspect" (1974b, p. 1) The term case study,

ﬁ;’ should )oe made clear, is used in a somewhat broader definitional
sense in this instance than is normally used in the social s_ciencgs.
. Case study in _this‘ particular method means any descriptive or é\{§iu-
odve analysis .of a common social unilt_ , or a local program, or of soxpe

agency. For instance, included in the "case study" category might be ,

eﬂ

. "clinical studies -o'f individuals, administrative otudies of organization,
anthr{pological reports on primitive societies" (1974 a, p. 8), evaluation )
\repOrts, ﬁond activities reports on local programs (1974b, p. 1). The
~strength of the method lies "in its capacity to integrate the findings of '
dlv_erse_ studies about.-oxfgantzations and programs. It is more (flexible
| .in that many different types of studies us:.i'og different measurement

techniques can be brought together, and new concepts can be devel-

x S Q/




oped and considered that none of the originai research ever addressed"

<

(1974a, p. 12). Thus, the documentary case studies utilized for this

type of research méy be dramatically dissimilar in form or co'vérage from
one another, so long aé they" are describtive of some common social unit
(e.g., a series of mainstreaming inservice projects at each of fifteen’
different locations in the United States, £he clinical studies of six
paranoid sc_hizophrenics_,_ each of whbm believes he is N;ipoleon _.Boné-_
parte, the evaluations o.f a doé;at sites where NSF curricula are being

adopted, and the like).

What are the basic cha_racteristics of the method? The essentials

of the method are six, which wili be reviewed briefl; here, then des-
cribed, utilizing an example u;ith'which we are familiar. Required:are:

1. a checklist--defined as a set of tightly defined questions and
ﬂ answers intended to ascertain informadon “about certain out-
comes of interest \and the alternative determinants of those
outcomes. ° Both the questions .and possible answers to thé,
‘questions emerge from thé_ research problem and/or from a
guiding theoretical paradigm or model.

2. a set of rules, which guides the sea\rch for, and the sa;npling
of, case studies. Since the case sur_‘véy method is based
upon the "‘universe" of all such case st&gies (which pertain to
the common sbcial unit under investigation), the search and
'sample rules are actually. inclusion/exclusion rules which are
.fpr_'mulated beforel;nand so that 'bias“in» the selection ‘(assuming
availability of the universe of cése-, studies) does not occur.

3. a set of decision rules to be followed in dealing with the

questions;



4, a group' of reader-analysts who will apply the checklist to all
of the case studies;
5. a confidence scale on which each _reader-analyst may record

his subjective impression about the levelxof confidence he has

i
.

A}

'in any judgment which he makes; and
6. a means for checking reader-analyst reliability.

Thg Checkhst Some illustrations with an example may prove fruit-

”ful here. The study (Lincoln 1977) was undertaken to explain why
certain predictions made by competent sociologists of education "(Sieber

and Lazarsfeld, 1964; 1966) in the mid-sixties about the important

future of bureaus and institutes of  research, development and field

service in schools of education did not come to pass. Sieber and Laz-
arsfeld_ had studied major "bureaus" around the country, and had
arrived at certain proposmons and conclusions about their potential in
the research and development ¥rena which if sustained would indeed
~_have meant a bright and productive future for such units. It was felt,
however that some, if not all, of the assertions about the future of
these units- had failed to materialize for- a variety of reasons, e.g.,
Congressional support for certain kinds of researcher training had not
been forthcoming, or that certain assumptions about the nature of
-organizations made by Sieber and Lazarsfeld turned out to be. invalid as
demons/trated. by later. research in.organizational theory and behavior, &\ \
or that_ fiscal crises ‘precipitated other forms of organizational action to
support research and dévelopment activity, For many of the Sieber and

&y .
- Lazarsfeld propositions, it was possible to structure certain alternative

hypotheses . or "counter-propositions," based on recent - documented e

c

" history on \research developments or discoveries. A __sample set. of |

<y

propositions, with their counter-proposxtions ,Nlooked like this:

37 .




Proposition

Research*is a faculty priority,
and when allowed to choose, fac-
ulty members overwhelmingly will
choose research over teaching.

Team, . especially interdisciplin-

ary, research is better than re-
search done by single individu-
als.

The reward. systems of universi-
ties are, or will be, accomo-
dating of multiple modes of re-
search (e.g., teamwork modes).

University-based research organ-
izations grow out of the needs of
researchers to increase their own
opportunities for serious schol-

arship. '

. Teaching, not research,

Counter-Proposition

is a
faculty priority is all institu-
tutions except private, doctor-
al level regearch- oriented in-

stitutions.

Teamttype research is not neces-
sarily) bettér than research done
by thF lone researcher.

" : _
Reward systems of universities

are, and large, not multiply
focuss d but singly focussed,

rewarding the lone researcher.

University-based research organi-
zations--like most research sub- .
units--grow out of administrative _
desire to create a unit to pro-

tect "precarious values" \from

erosion or attack.

The list of questions which reader-analysts were to respond to

grew out of these propositional areas,

L]

categories, to wit:

which fell into five concepual

goals and missions ef the bureau, group processes

and faculty reward systems, activities and work roles of faculty, unit

&

mtegration (degree .to which the bureau was integrated with the school |

of education at large), and individu_al perceptions and motjvations of the

. missions and processes.

The list of propositions and counter-proposi-

 tlons gave rise to both the questions and the alternative determinants

of outcome, listed in the form of possible answers to the .qu,estions.

For example, given the last proposition mentioned above, the cheeklist

contained “this item (among several addressed to the same conceptual

category):

~ What apparent motive was employed in justifying the creation of

such a unjt (i.e.,.a burewxu,‘

institute or center of educational

research development and/or ervice)?



1. To create opportunities for extended or inte'rdisciplinary

e . scholarship.
2. To serve as a "holding company" for logistical or fiscal

purposes. .

3. To stimulate and' model behavior for extra-bureau_ facul-

- 4. To serve as a research resource and advisory facility.

S. Otber (pleaae de-s__cribe)

6. Cannot tell from the case study.
Sixty-four questions and deter;pinants of outcomes were thus gene_rated
- to probe the f{ve conceptual areas. Egach of the qdestion and answer
sets .was applied to each case study by each of three— reader-analysts
- (since the n“of the case studies was small; if t.ixe volume of case'.siuaef .

in the universe were large, each reader-analyst would only do a p}f;n:iq'ﬁ I
of the total analysis) ' o " \ ,

. i

Inclusion/exclusion rules (searching’ and sambliﬁg Qroce_d'.rresl for’

case studies. The first -ste,p in the process is the generation/ of a tight

definition of the phenomenon under investigation. In this instance,

only education research, development ~and service unit ‘housed in

schools or colleges of education were considered. The pos ble universe

4

of such units was determined by a- search of RITE project (Clark and -

Guba, 1977) files and a survey of deans of such units rougho_ut the

\

-

_ 4 RITE is an acronym for "Research on Institutions of Teacher Educa-
-« tion,"™ the name for the- national study of schools, colleges and depart-
" ments of educatxon conducted by Clark and Guba. _

%




RN Y

Yew

country, which had been undertakeri to. solicit in,fqrma.ti}m about the
existence of such units.~ All such unit directoi‘s (gr theii‘_ deans) were
solicited for documents pertaining to the bifr'eaua--histories_ of the_
units, annual reports, staffing policieé__,‘ fiv_e-year plans, budgeta,' if
a_v\ailable, and the like; All documentsr pr_'ovidel were included,) except L

that highly redundant documents were excluded and documents which -

.contained information on fewer than three outcomgs of _in.tex:é‘st_,'_(bf five "

‘bréad categories) were discarded on technical adequacy {groun_ds. .

i

Decision rules for questions. Concepts relevant to t.iie inquiry,.

e.g., reward systems for bureau members, budgetary arrangements for
support of the unit, unit missions, and the like were defined. Thnree *
pre-analyzed case studies were provided to reader-&\lysts for guidance
on how definitions were to be applied.

{

N «

The reader-analysts. Three reader analysts qyere selected who .

had credentials both in the area of educational research and develop-'
ment an_d in organizational theory.» One had had actual experience
directing a )bureau of research and development Each was "tx"ained in
the definitions and, concepts, "walked through" one case Study with the
investigator, then allowed to complete three case studies (discarded for
historical bias. from the final sample) in order to establish reader relia-
bility and inter-reader reliability coefficients. o

<

, Confidence scales. FEach item of the checklist was accompanied by

three measures of confidence. The first was the option to signify that

the. case study did not contain any information relating to the item of




—

interest. Second, the analyst was asked to provide, if he or she
could, an actual page number in a specific document tliat supported the
answer glven /r‘ judgment made. Third, for each {item the analyst
indicated his confidence in the judgment on a five-point scale ranging

from “1"--high confidence--to "5"--no confidence.

Inter-reader reliability measures. Reader-analysts ‘were personally

and individually trained by the investigator using pre-analyzed cases.
In addition, each ‘reader-analyst was asked .to" complete three "t;lal"
analyses (utilizing ‘\the cases not utilized in the study) ‘which could then
be intercorrelated. Reader-analvsts who might not have shown a sufflcl-_-
ently high correspondence with ratings of peers 'and ‘the investigator
would' have been eliminated (although in fact inter-reader reliability_ '
estimates were all .75 or better both on trial cases and on the actual

case studies). o .

Procedures. As is the case with content analysis, the gen_eratl_oh
of categories of interest ls dlctated by the- questions of research inter-
o es; ‘ leewise, each step of tl;le lnquiry process is guided- by rules .
\ 2 - which are developed in order to el.,iminate blas in lthe sampling and

o \‘ searching to establish reliability and validity, and to insure that. rules

N

; are\sufficlently clear and definitions sufficiently rlgorous that the study e
could be repeated. by another; set of analysts usmg the same rules and
procedures \:_\-\, ) ? o . ,. R -- S SR

Once all case studig have been analyzed with the checklist re-

L

sultg can be tahulated either by\amd (if- the. number of case studies is‘

relatlvelg small) or by computer . In the particular case cited all case L ',;

\5
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studies were analyzed 'by each of the three reader-analysts, although
this mlght not always be done. Because inter-reader reliabilities were
‘not perfect, occaslonally the investigator had to "adjudicate" responses'
herself--that is, return to the case study and determine the best poss-
, ible answer. Frequencies were tabulated and conclusions drawn from
the 64 items under the five broad organizing rubrics.
While the foregoing discussion slxould not_ be taken as a camplete
) \‘,expllcat.lon' of the:_ case ‘sur'vey aggre"gatlon method, nevertheless, 'lt
should be sufficient to demonstrate that meta-analyses of data--especial-
ly of .data which were .lntended -lor .other - purposes--particularly policy
j analysis, is an extremely \usef}ll\ technique with certain kinds of docu-

ments.

v _Documen'tary analysis can therefore_' proceed from two different

directions: either analysis of the documents, and their encoded and
decoded messages' themselves, -and as representatives of broader classes
: of theoretical rubrics for which they were not orlgltallf intended but
" for which, when aubjected to certain aggregation techniques, they may'
yield certain new and broader forms of lnqulry ‘data. Analysis of
'records the second technlque for deallng with wrltten accounts which

L4

~ are. offlclal proceeds along a sligl’lt different track.

L3

,Analysls of records o |

’ A rel:ord as noted before, is a written residue attesting to an
‘event ‘or transaction, or providing an accounting. The !ées f\'and )
- nu;nl)e_rs of, records which' exist is probablytunknown and unknowable,

and the -n_umber “grows, due to computer capabilities for storage - and

in seveml_';ways-, “for lns_tané:’e\: 1) .who ‘holds them--Federal, state,

P

B} retrle\-ral/ déily,  The __l_cln_ds of records which e_x'ist can be categorized - |



local, country or municipal authorities, priw}ate corporations, credit

corporations, . health organizations (including insurance companies and
hospitals), or banks, to name a few; 2) to whom they are legally access-
ible--those accessible to the public, those maccesslble to the public, or
ﬂt. least to ‘the public at large, although they may be accessible to
individuals (for instance, credit bureau ratings), and those which are
not mentioned specifically by law. The types of records which are, for
all intenté and 'purposes, public, _va_ry from state to -state,. .although the ‘
amount of information. available to repérters and the general public is
increasing rapidly as a result of caxixpaign reforms, and the push for

political disclosure (Knder?‘;on and Bénjaminson- ‘1976)0
. The first and greatest injunction to anyone looklng for official
Trecords is to presume that if an event happened some record of it also

\

‘exists. Once the ev_ent is presumed to have happened, then the search

for the record can begin. But -how does one determine what records he

e’

needs to look at 'in' any given situation? The metaphors of investigative

_ reporting and Qood detective work provide the answers. How does the
~ .
'mvesti'gaggr find the trail he wants in the apparently untrackable wilder-

ness of records he might consult? Williams (1978) suggests a form of -
'reconstructed logic for the investigative reporter which he states thus:

"The veteran has ingrained within himself a special style of reason-
ing. He knows how things normally work. °'If he observes a
- phenomenon, an effect, he wonders what caused it. He develops a
hypothesis -and begins checking it against observable facts. He
works to back up the chain of facts, searching for information that .
~will either support or negate his hypothesis. He tries different
combinations of. conflicttmg ~versions of a story until he finds the
one in which salient points overlap" (p.13).. '

In a similar vein, Locklin (1976, p. 7) comments:

"I have a working theory thatj if T know sométhing, if I know what
the situation is, the date the/money went, how much money went,
who paid, who got, if I know that, I can usually prove it." .




The central notion here is ‘tracking. Guba (1978) has identified "a
common approach to the 'original research' which seems to be based on

tracking. Actlons of persons, whether legal or illegal, inevitably leave

tracks: if one knows how things work, and if gne suspects that a

certain action has occurred, one can imagine what track it must be leav-.

Ing; one tfien looks for the tracks, which has heen 'warping and weav- '

ing' with the other circumstances of the matter, and one usually finds
| them, if they exist at all. Absence .of tracks cannot ,b.e. taken 'as an‘.
indication of innocence (the tracker may, after all, be inept), l;u‘xt their
pijesence is proof positive--théy constitute the 'smoking gun' " (p.48).

While the hnage of a 'smoking gun' may be a bit strong for ﬁu_a
educational evaluator, there are many parallels between the investigative
.joui'nalist’s use of tracking and the reconstruction of events and causal
cohnectlons for the evaluator. A less likely ﬁarallel between the two\,, _
professions is the likelihoqd that the educational evaluator %&ght en-
counter dishonesty, graft, corruption, or any of the social ills that the
mvestigau\;e reporter makes his daily fare. More offen.than not, the
evaluator will practice his cra{t in and arouﬁd projects., programé and
" schools where those who operate them aré men and women of consci-
ence, hones} and simply trying to get a job done. The sit:as will thore
_ often ‘than not be extremely public settings (e.g., puhiic schools or
umVergities), funds will likely be public (state or federal funcis), an-d
recofds which ,n.eed to be pérused will likely as not be public, si_nce
disclosure of recorcis, and sunshine laws make such records accessible to
anyone who needs qr' wants them,u op*at least to those who.have a
legitimate right to them. Fof the educatidnal evaluator ;vh_o finds that a

'pro_ject directi_or ‘(or other agdministrator) decides to be _oi)structioni_st

k4 T :




and withold documents and records, there is usually someone else on
the project who will give them up.‘ |

How do I handle the records that I get? With respect to the

notion of iracldng, ~Guba (1978)';conunents that for the Investigative ]
journalist, "The reconstruction of tracksxgnd their. veriﬂc;'mon is per- |
haps thg most distinguishing and";t:haracterisuc feature...It is by that
process that he keeps his task .manageabh, i)rovides direction t(\).hls
- actlvity, and knows when he has reached | a point at which he can .
comfortably stop looking further" (p.49). The educational evaluator,

‘ \ . .
however, unlike the investigative journalist, would rarely, if ever,

operate on @ clue or 'tip' that something illegal were taking place.

Rather he v.yduld generate a series of working hypotheses (grounded in
_the context. itself) about yvhat was happening on site. Starting froix}
those hypotheses, he would seqk the féco_rdst (and documenté) w}pch
allowed him to either confirm or'disconfirm his hypotheses. ‘

‘Great sinularity between the me ’s of investigative journalism

with respect to records an& Scriven! L ,nﬁodus operandi or MO method

(1974) with respect to evaluaticm exists, a'nd it is useful to look at the

‘verification of cause-and effect relationships using

e latter. The MO

strategy is one that.. | |
1: establishes éll probable causes for an event or sltuation_. . 7
2. _"Qhecks to see which probable causes are in- evidences ‘(

3 'checks for the causal chain, which is characteristic of each of

the probable cquses ‘which are pr‘esent, |

4. labels as the most likely cause that one whose characteristic 1

»

~causal chain is completed.

' . ' . ¢ .
. . " N . \
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The tracking strat;ngy of investigative journalism- follows a similar path.

Q

Most writers in ‘the area appear to imply that one must develop a work- -

ing li‘ypo&he&is with respect to the subject of interest, determine which

*tracks' or record trai_ls wbuld'be left if the working hypothesis were

tru;, and then \check the appropriate records to confirm or disconfirm
the hypothesis. 'For the educational evaluator, the notion of tracking

faﬂwome‘vhere between what Scriven suggests that the modus operandi

" methodologist 'perform and what the investigative journalist does. While

the journalist clearly is looking for cause-effect relationships, the

evaluator is searching for evidénces_ of relgtedness {(Guba, 1978).
- Sy,

There are many methods other thgn records a%ﬂysls which test for
cause-effect relationships in much more controlled fashion; ‘and control,
particularly of environments and contexts, is not what the naturalistic
evaluator is seeking. The journalist (or" detective) is probably _also
co,r‘xstraine(d to éearch for pre-ex}ftent records the validity of which

(becau_se they are generally public and legal documents) is at least

. partially established. For the naturalistic evaluator, the records may

/ '”’_\\n{ean not only what is already written, ‘bixt what can be "generated by

additional procedures undertaken by, the educational evaluator (a n;ode

‘of operation which...is not available to the investigative reporter in the

large majority of cases)" (Guba, 1978, p. 108). - . ~

Guba cites three cases which are excellent exemplars of the work

" of the investigatxve reporter, the forensic pat.hologist (on whose work

.the modus operandi method 1is built), and the educational evaluator

which - bear repeating  here. A typical brc;blem V'fo'r the investigative

reporter might run thus:
. g
\ .
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,,-' seems to routinely plague a favorite TV show:

45

"A municipal officer accepts a bribe to sway the administration on a
certain issue favorably to the officers "client." The client cannot
' the bribe directly in case since it is likely that the IRS would
tracted if the officer were suddenly to deposit a large, unac-"
or-sum. Instead, the client sells a desirable piece of
to the officer at hargain basement rates; he in turn
resells the property at its true value. The officer of course pays
the tax on the capital gain, but the remaining money is 'clean'
(having been 'laundered') and can be deposited without hesitation.
But a trail has been left in the transfer of deeds, which the

shrewd investigative reporter may uncover by an assiduous search
of courthouse records. Of course,: in real life this story is likely
-to have been complicated by the intervention of a dummy corpor-
ation to whom the client sold the property and which then resold it

~ 7 " to the municipal officer. But those transactions also' leave re-

cords; the tracking task is more difficult but the principle is the
. same. (1978, p. 106)

_The forensic pathologist operates in much the sama.\way, si'nce "opera-

tive causes 'fulfill Itheir MO contracts,' i.e., leave the full characteristic

causal chain behind" (Gubq, 1978, p. 107). It is this causal chain for
I

,.'whlch the pathologist also searches. The example-given is one which

N

-

poison and a gunshot wound in evidence, the killing cause is the
one whose full causal hain can be traced. If, for example, the
poison were of the type in which oxygen «tons- the blood were
replaced by atoms of the poison, merm%ely shutting off
respiration, a chemical test of blood samples would show -whether
any appreciable number of red blood cells were affected; if not,
one may conclude that it was the gunshot wound which did the
trick. Conversely, if there were little or no bleeding around the
gunshot wound, one could probably conclude that the effective
agent was the poison. Checking on both characteristic causal
chains would .establish almost certainly whether gupshot or poison
was the fatal agent (1978, p. 107). . '

If, for example, a’&oﬁ% were discovered which has both traces of

For an educational evaluator, -application of the process would
~5

likely be slightly different, although the same principles apply. Sev-

- eral examples cited’' by Guba in the evaluation arena include the follow-

- ing ones: - . " .

vt - wmee o 1w

)

If it is asserted that a pupil's motivation to read is raised by a
certain teaching approach, that assertion can be checked by look-
ing at existing library withdrawal records, increases in sales for

books ‘of .a certain kind at local bookstores, etc...[Or] If it is
*. .. . Co.

-
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asserted that ‘a certain instructional outcome occurred because of
the serendipitous introduction of certain originally unplanned
teaching techniques, the existence of those techniques and their
day-to-day impact on the classroom can be at least partially assess#

- ed by consulting log descriptions of classroom interactions.. . {Or]
If it is asserted that evaluation reports have systematically 'turned
off' certain -parent groups in the community, some insight might be
gained into thts problem by re-reaqing local newspaper accounts of
P‘I‘l; meetings at which these reports” were disseminated (1978, p.
108 .

Clearly, thero’ are an infinite /number_ of ways in which t.he t.racklng‘

.'tech_n*ique. .caixhb.g\used... The practitioner of naturalistic evaluation will . = _
have, in retroooect,\ any number .of: recollections of how this might have

: ':-Peon applied in his own work.,. and will be able to ge_nefa}e a number of * -

inston'ces where it will be useful -in the future. : o <

[
X .

Are there other techniques which are:usoful in records analysis?

* The answer to that question ‘is most assuredly yes. The inquiry -
techgiques which remain to the evaluato\;' are three in- nymber: tri- . \ |
_ angulation, "circling and shuffllng," and "filling," the latter two\\xi
which are journalists' terms for the certain processes of iteration, that
is, returning to sourcesg toverify and fill io gaps 11'} information. .Tho,
analytic technique which—will-be discussed .sl}ox:tly is really & method for:
amaking sense of records, for being -{ble to. x:otrieve ‘them and u.tilize
them- to complete pictures It relates to the creation of indic&s and B (

sununari;s which show interrelatedness between actors and contexts

Triang__ation “Triangulation is not new in social research. It is, B

4n fact, an old concept both to sociology and to anthropology, where it

Las coe to mean the process of "comparmg and contrasting information

-«

drawn fr_om difference sources, “and/or detgrmined by different method-

- ologles" (Guba, .1878, p. 116). Triangulation is useful for verifying
information on the same event from different actors or participants, and l :
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also for allowing more confidence in data generated by different method-

ologies. Webb, et al. (1966, p. 3) contend that:

"Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or more measure-
ment processes, the uncertainty of its interpretation - is greatly
reduced. The most persuasive evidence comes through a triangu-

. lation of measuremen® processes. If a proposition can survive the

onslaught of a series of imperfect measures, with all their relevant
error, conﬂdef? should be placed in it."

But triangulation is important ,frqm another perspective for_ the.

naturalistic inquirer. . ..Preaumably one.of .the most lnipor.tant strengths .
of naturalistic hlnq'ulry is its ability to divorce itself from the unldimen-'

‘sional value-consensual paradigm ‘which has guided social action re-

search and evaluation The process of\t.riangulation permits multiple
value perspectives to emerge from the same context or event, and al-
lows for their explication and presentation alongside each cother. In the

course of checldng_ "facts," the naturalisti¢ inquirer causes di_f\fbring

,xiérceptibns ‘ and._values to surface. That multiplicity of wvalues then

becomes warp and weft of the contextual fabric.. e o

Circling and shufflmg Each of\':eag terms is borrowed from the

.jargon of. -mvestigatiye jo’ui'nalism\. *They sigmfy the steps taken to

éxteqd, complete and&. bound an inquiry. "Circling"‘ as defined b)'(_

willlams (1978, p. 80) -is thE&grocess of . taking data or information

.cqllecte.d from a single. squrce . and "_rur'ming it back around your circle

of 'con_ta(;ts for refutation or conﬂtma'tion». " For the purposes of jour-
nalism, this particular tactic involves tall_dnd with those who are essen-
tlally' presuﬁled to be essentially cooperative. "Shuffling" proceeds from

the assumption that the contacts are non-caoperative that is,. they are

-_hostile "may be in-league with the subject of “Ehe investigatlon and the

questioning will lik_ely- .procee_d from a conflictual, rather than a cooper-

Y
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ative, inode. The purpose of shuffling is not simply verification or
disconfirmation, however. It.is to some extent extension of information.
Not only| will in_formation from one source be checked against the stories
of others|{(who are hostile sources), but some new information is sought.

Fillinky . "Filiing" performs two functions: it both sets the -bound-
aries of e inquiry (which are also being set by other means, e.g.,.
time, mone . resources, unavailable records, and' thelike), and com-
‘pletes the picture within those boundaries. The process -of setting the
boundaries, on the one hand, and filling in the spaces of the bounda-' |
'ries, won . other, is essentially that of achieving convergence and .
divergence ih naturalistic inquiry.

"Those ncepts appear to have utility for the naturalistic evaluator
.as they do for the investigative reporter or homicide detective And_' _
indeed, _they need no_t be reserved for records analysis, but can be

used (and ought to be used) with all forms of data collection which the

'_ naturalistic inqnirer chooses .to use. That is, the techniques described
“above are not ixy any way limited to simply the skills of this paper. / |

¢

. They can and probably ought to be extended to each and all of the

methodological techniques in the armament of the naturalistic evaluator.
_ ‘ T ’ ‘ .

}

How does one integrate and utilize the information collected from records?

4 K

Unless one is a historian searching for a single document or record,

&

probably no smgle record will suit the purposes of the overall inquiry.

‘Once again the tec}tniques of the patient detective or the investigativze

- journalist prove useful. AFiles‘must_ be created: which essentially cross- 8 )

index. information and actors, and it is from these careful summaries

b
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and indices that "a coherent. picture" begins to eherge. The steps are
. basically these seven: o ‘

o A filing system is initiated bl creating a folder f(g‘ each

person known to be involved in the inquiry. .One may begin, -
In fact, with a single folder for a single person known to the °
investigator. Into this file ought first to go a detailed des-

“cription of everything which is known about the p_'ex‘son (a ‘
personal Wand/or ..pr;ofesslonal “hlst.ory),m' and .coples. ""of “what
others have written or reported about the person®.

o As other persons become involved, or: a§ the principals enter‘

Y

into_transactions (¢.g:, hold meetirujs’, have lunch, transfer .

“ property bgtween themselves, and the like) with each other,

\ transaction folders are (developedu ‘Each "deal" or transaction

has a folder of its own, and each transaction is cross-indexed

/ ¥ with the original.personnel folder(s).
5* o

Profiles are developed on each of the actors. Information re-

lating to e%ach individual's background and operéting style a_u‘e
added to his folder during the inquiry as the original material

is flgshed out and information is received.

0  Chronologies are devéloped for the vax:_i’oué transactions. When

| 'WOMa}ion becomes available (or is located_). ‘at' first. it may
not_apb_ear to fit a pattern. But by ke;aplng 'datléd"chronol- ‘
ogies, events and transactions become more easily traced both |
backward through time and predi_c"ted for the fu}urg. As a
result we may ﬁnq the}t on January 5, Mr. Smith had lunch -

Y

"with. Mr. Jones; on Janudry 5, Mr. Jones withdrew $5,000

from his back account; on January 6, Mi‘t Smith  deposited

L3

MR 4 - :
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$2,50_0 in hjs account; on ]anuaf‘y 8, Mr. Jones was awarded
an important contract over which Mr. Smith's office had
jurisdiction; and ‘or'x January -8-—Mr. Jones deposited an addi-
tional $2,500 in his account. ‘

!

o "~ Important items and events are cross-referenced as the files

are developed. Thus, the transaction given as an’ eéxample

above might ultimately be noted both in the files of the per-
sonnel and in their transactions files. 'Notation indicating
crosé-r_eferencing would also be included in each file.

o Files must be summarized on a systematic basis. In this way,

the evaluator or investigator need not deal with original

material each time he returns to the file, but rather‘ has

available to him a sﬁmma}ry of what the file contains with
~  which he may work.

!

6 Entries in the files will give rise to hyp&theses which must

-‘@ checﬁg or which point to information gaps which need

to be closed. .It is quite possible at
\\ original hypothesis which initiated"the inquiry has blossomed
into several hypotheses (did Mr. Jones bribe Mr. Smith?), or

that the inquiry may have beéome extended in such a way as
: [

N
to lnclude_ a web of events and transactions quité larger than
~the lnves_tigatoi' originally expected. The reader Is reminded
t_hat‘th\e original Woodward and Bernstein inquiry began as a,n‘_

interest in why a number of "third-rate burglars" would be -

-
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interested in the files of a weak presidential candidate.
Before the inquiry ended, it had toppled the "imperial Presi-

T dency"” of Richard M. Nixon. No such effort was ever origin- i
" ally intended; but the burglary, of course, led to a web of - .
PR complex interactions and relationships which have not yet

been fully sorted or clarified.

"This process of developing and keeping files, crdss-lgdexing materials
and references and building chronologies appeaf‘s to have many éppli-

cations for the naturalistic inquirei‘ The utility of such a process'

'es’necially for larger. inquiries and evaluatlons where the simple manage~

m/ént of an enormous flow of data presents problems, is clear. e

. Can records be trusted to be accurate? /
| The answer to that question is probably most of the time, yes, but
sometimes, no. To trust records entirely is to be naive and to ove(rlook‘ e
'the possibility of simi)l‘e human error, forgetful clerks, or deliberate
lying- on the part of those who furnish information d. e . misstatements
concernjng taxable income, the value of property, the number of de-
‘pendents, ahd the like). -There are at least six factors whicch pear

" upon_ the -accuracy of records - which one might want to use. They

f

-

include: . | _ o _
1. e&*rors introduced by persons ‘to whom the recop(‘ﬂ\pe{tain'.
L7 | . : either inadvertently (not being d\uite -sure, for ins nce of the

_.value of thé real estate one owns) , or by intent (as in the

examples ahove)
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? 2. errors introduced by data collectors who devise the records
(e.g. \fallure to count all’ the legitimate residents in a city
block, misinterpretation of information received,. transposition
of numbers onto permanent records, etc.)

3. errors introduced by recording or filing :ﬂsmkes. Clerical
| ,mistakea;' and filing errors make some records either incorrect
or fot.ally : inecéessible .

‘ 4. chande_s m' record-keeping systems which .make some records
%‘r‘:@ - non-iompafabl_e to others. If a'locel police department chan-
' - . ges the way -t defines ;'breaklng and entering," for exanxple,

_ \"'itjie statistics on "‘-’the“'rate of that crime may change even

' though t.he truexrate remains the _same. In the same way,

changes in the frequency or thoroughness with which ‘some

events are recorded may alter "true" statistics. ©ne contem-

. e _ pQ;ary : example would be the reporting of rape. It is not
clear whether the incidence of rape across the U.S. is on the
ﬁbrise, or whether the new feminist co_nscioueness, coupled

With more sensitive police handling of such crimes and their

victims, has tended to make the reporting of them more

‘o
-

common ..

\ 5. (/et'rprs' due to histox_‘icity or. temporal cha'ﬁgea.. ,Informat.i_o_n'
"which has been recordpd at some th ir;eezhne wmay have'

o become obsolete if it has not been undated pe/iodlcally
Changes in the number of children encompassed by a family '

provide a -good example. The birtkt of another child, if not’

recorded ‘in the file, could alten tax records and the like.

-t -
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6. factors which enter into the\ development of "official statis-
tics." _.The reader is referred to the ‘excellent dissertation by

Johnson . (1973) on the "The Social Construction of Official

. * Information." Johnson spent a year as a participant observor
'~_»J->- s in a social welfare agency, fmd documents in detail how

., "records" are generated in such agencies, in particular the
S . g
~~ " required statistical reports which become the "official infor- .

- mation" for the adency. To quote Johnson (p. x):°

"To successfully ‘complete such statistical reportings, in
every Instance the social workers were asked to 'reduce'
their knowledgeable understandings of their activities in
the linguistic terms provided by a given report. As)the
members were held rationally accountable to so many differ-
ent administrative structures- and in so many different
_ N terms, it was only by making use of one's understanding
' - - of the situated official reporting context which allowed for
o ) the possibility of 'making sense' of a given report, and to
further impute the intentions of the reporting format
This means that.the situational reporting context is not
only partially independent of the organizéd features of the
. other official - work contexts, but furthermore, this was
cofmmonly known by the social workers as one of their
organizational facts-of-lif: By making use of such an
| understanding, the sociéﬁ\aworkers and/or administrative
' personnel in these welfare agencies used -official documents
o - .and statistical reports in a continually ohgoi and self-
organizing attempt to change or stabilize e nature of
S their everyday practices in accord with eir individual
- motives, intentions, plans, dreams, fears, hopes and so -
On." . . el

o f:[‘q translate, Johngon is saying that even of_ficiel n_eports‘ are re-‘
sponded to in terms of who gets the report what its perceived

v | purpose is, and how the respondent perceives it wxll have an
impact on him as a. person and worker Official data are, in
short, doctored by respondents from a variety of perspectives |
™. For those reasons, and no doubt many others, it would be un-
| sophisticated in .the extreme to -accept documents and records at face

t

\ralue. -'I'he\ wary inquirer wil att;empt ‘a variety .of means to certify or
- 3 : o B ' o ' '
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warrant that a record is accurate as represented, including checkingr

other records which might triangulate the first and simply king (at
some poin\/in the inquiry) the person about \vhom the document ob-

| taing. N~ 9

Are there special ethical problems in the use of records?

The answer is of course, yes. This is especially .true of records
which may be personal private prohibited, or simply not well covered
in terms of access principles. State law (which varies from state to
state) and the ";ederal Freedom of Information Act make clear which
documents will be available to private -cit_izens and which will not.
-Among those prohibited records' from the latter regulations would be
such~records‘ae pertain to classified ciefe'nse or)foreign policy informﬁ-
tion, personnel rules and practices 'of federal agencies, anything specif-
ically exempt by Federal statute, things which are privileged in civil‘
litigation, bank records oil well data, and a variety of other types of _
official records. - |

-

. Investigative reporters give a number of reasons why they con-
tinue to seek (and occasionally obtain illegally) ertain kinds of pﬁvate
‘records. They cite the public s right to i‘mowf the redress of criminal
or 'civil’ wrongs, or civil disobedience While these reasons for the
acquisition Qf records which are prohibited by law Yrom being public are
. questionable even for journalists (i.e., they fall into a morally "grey"
| area which cannot be dismissed by refuge in a solid social conscience), a
they- are most surely unethical for the evaluator Nevertheless there. |

‘will be times when the acquisition of a document or record appears

desirabie and it seem/\to be impossible to acquire it The evaluatdr

%') E . . _ !
-5¢° Y




needs to balance carefully his sense of the public's right to know, the

possible value of a record, and his willingness to engage in behavior
"w__hlch may be less than proféssional (e.g., asking an "insider" to
obtain the record from _the files for him). The leak,8f the Pentagon
Papers--with the resultant break-in at the office of Daniel Ellsberg's
psychiétrist,-—are good examples of how records may be obtained,- either

from an inside.source (sometimes célled by journalists a "kamikaze"), or

--from clearly -ﬂlegal means. The naturalistic evaluyator -needs -to ask.

whether he wants. to be involved in either of those forms of record

acquisition (even--and especially--if the records do not contribute to

“the publ_ic’s right to know as ‘did the Pentagon Papers; the evaluator is

simbly not involved in those kinds of decisions on a day-to-day basfisu).

“The journalists' stance is that there are no documents and records

which .are inaccessible. Some just take more time or more devious
means to procure than others. We would take the posture that that
stance is sunply nbt a _tolerable one for the kind of inquiry which
attends most evaluative efforts. * To the extent that it ig clearly illegal,
it is off linxit;s toithe mtura{listic inquiref Situations which are border-
'line must be dealt with <\n an individual basis, but -the acquisition of,

records to which one has no legal access ought first to be- cleared with

N
‘someone higher in authority before it is undertaken. In most instan-

ces, serious professional or legal breaches in an effort to collect re--~
0 . ; N

cords is neither gijifnor desirable.
. _ ) .oom
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L Epilog

. We have reviewed here some excellent techniques for making use of

. & '
a variety of inexpensive and rich resources--documeaxs and records.
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Both documentary analysis and record utilization.are useful either on

_* their own, that is, as a primarf technique, or as supplementary tech-

niques, nsing the concept of "multiple operation" research. With- new

fiscal constraints on the amounts which may be spent for research, both

techniques need to be explored as weapons in the: methodologicel arsenal

of naturalistic evaluators. The strengths of the two techniques far

outweight the costs (which tend to be solely in the collection of such

written material and th:e att_entiant. analysis), " and 'they can and do

produce data which may be ccllected otherwise only by r&e costly

means.

. The strengths of documentary analysis are manyfold. It is entire-
ly unobtrusive and non-reactive. It results in data as well-grounc'ied
_as any method, and d.ocuments themselves are unchanging, may be
anélyzed at ény time, ; and 'reanaly‘zed as often as needed, e.g., for
reliability or auditor checks. Documents (as opposed to records) ex-
‘press the writer’s’ perspectives in his or her own terms--a fector which

v

.may be significant when personal or "natural” language is important.
On the other hand, there are some weaknesses to the tg?ehnique (which
is why it is often used in conjunction with other methods) Documents
are often the result of some ‘self-serving motive. 'I‘hey tend to be
nni-perspectiyal, to be spatially and temporally specific, and often
represent nnique- and non-recurring events. Occasionally, ‘documents

fail to be representative either because only a cex;tain sub set is

available, or because it is difficult to specify the populatiqi which can

then be subjected to the usual sampling rules. Documents are often

difficult to subject to. outside tests of \coﬁ/lmability “And authors of

documents may be biased or untruthful (although that is _-the case even

-
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ab{\
with paper-and-pencil tests, with interviews, or wit,h other forms of

-responses).

.

There are problems also of s$ource authenticity--whether the

docun_xent is the actual one written by tl{e_author must be determined by
a variety of credibility -checks; problems of document credibility--
quesubns of whether the ‘lnférmation contained therein is based on

__ primary or aec‘:on&y experience, whether it is based on stenographic

record, or taped, or simply a recollection, whether the authar was

competent at the time he constructed the document, and whether it was

—~

intended . in its ‘pres_ent form for pﬁblic consumption or 't_.hougjht to be

private; and prgblénis '.in the adequacy of the unitizing and categox.'izing
process--are the rules spelled - out clearly enoy'xgh 80 t.hg_at subsequent
researchers can cbme to. the same conclusions using those rules and the
same 'set of documrents? Thus, careful 'atten\t.ion must be given in

)

speciﬂc_:_ cases to capitalizilgg on strengths while‘*‘taking possible weak-
nesses into account. ‘ ‘

| The strengths of records occasionally. overlap 'wm‘x those 6f docu-
ments, in that they are unobtrusive and non-reactive. In addition,
they are a rich and readily accessible resource (at leai:t in most in-

stances), and they are a low-cost resource. The represent a natural

or "in context" 'sour\i:ec, of information and a:legally unas\s\aﬂable base’

from which to defend onSelf_ against éllegations of misinterpretation and
libel. The -pri;nary problem ‘wi__th records utilization is simply finding
out what ,recﬁords exist a.nd, where they may be had. This takes prac-
: tice, but free}iom of information and sﬁn_shine laws make records more
~available than ever before, and ,,tﬁey can and ought to be a useful

1 ‘ :

primary or secondary tool- for the naturalistic evaluator or inquirer.

\ N 579 - | _ AN
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We have, in additon, discussed some of the more common techni-

) ques. employed in .documentary and records analysis, namely content
analysis_; and case survey -aggregation analysis (for documents) and
cross-indexing ‘and \the . creation. of “ chmpglggies of évents and .relation-
shlps\_ (for re}co_rds).‘ The ani;lysis of‘ docuxhéntss and records, n\.vhlle ¢
confrib’utlng to multiple operations research, howé\.re.x“: also fosters the

. raising of ethlcal questions, particularly with rps ct to wthei'r -actual .

acquisition and individual rights to privacy. The inquirer must con-

sider whether the acquisition of any dgiven recond will result in & public

good so great that the record (or document) must be obtained at..&y \ ~

cost Our posture on that issue has basically 588‘;1\‘ cc;‘r‘lservative

s _ erring on the side of avoiding that which is compromising or illegal in
any way. The rule of thumb might best be: "If in doubt (about how
you may acquire ‘this document without illegal meanp),‘ don't." Most of
the situationg and events with which 'educz;ttonql evaluators r‘nust‘ deal in .

~everyday life simply \are 800 public that the tactics of investigative
reporters in seaiching_ out crimes and violaﬂons of the public weal are
not appropriate.

Finally, we. urge the naturalisti;: inquirer who has not had. ex-

-p,t:,rience using thes_e forms of information to practice using them; to
search for ways. to?' incorporate analysis of precords and' documents into

w : <

his -own repertoire of methods; and use the methods to embed his own

~ hypothesis-testing and theory generation with grounded data.
o 4 . O : -

<%
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